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REMARKS 
Claim Status 

Claims 2, 3 and 5-15 are pending in the present application. No additional claims 
fee is believed to be due. 

Claims 1 and 4 were canceled in previous responses. 

Claim 14 has been amended to delete the term "generally". 

It is believed this change does not involve any introduction of new matter 
Consequently, entry of this change i s believed to be in order and is respectfully requested. 

Eejection Under 35 USC Si 1 7 Second Paragrap h 

The Office Action States that claims 2, 3 and 5-15 are rejected under 35 USC 
§112, second paragraph, as being indefinite. The terms "a first end" and "said first end" 
and "the first end" found in claims 2, 3. 5, 6, 13 and 15 arc alleged to be indefinite. The 
rejection is traversed. 

The applicant has not used a meaning of these terms that is inconsistent with their 
normal everyday meaning as alleged in the Office Action. Applicant has used a meaning 
of the term "end" that is consistent with a normal everyday meaning of the term 
Applicant would like to rely on the dictionary references provided in the April 26, 2007 
Office Action to support this position. 

According to the Compact Oxford English Dictionary definition provided in the 
Office Action, the end is "the part of a sports field or court defended by one team or 
player." This definition is identical to the definition utilized by the Applicant in the 
prions Appeal Brief and Response. The definition of the term "end" includes the very 
end of the object, in this case a field, and portion of the object adjacent to the very end 
Using the football analogy again, when the ball is resting on the 10 yard line, one team is 
defending their end of the field. Thus, a football resting on the 10 yard line would be at 
one end of the field. 
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According to another definition provided by www.iDfoplcase.com/dictionary 
referenced in the Office Action, the term end is "a part or place at or adjacent to an 
extremity." Again, this is consistent with the meaning of the tenn as being applied by the 
Applicant. 

Thus, the Applicant is using a meaning of the term "end" that is consistent with a 
normal everyday meaning of the term. 

According to the Office Action, the term "pad" is indefinite since claim 7 provides 
additionally that the pad be "elastomeric". According to the Office Action the term "pad" 
itself implies elastomeric and so the definitions being applied to the claim arc not clear. 
The rejection is traversed. 

First, there is no support for the contention that the term "pad" implies 
elastomeric. Second, according to the well established doctrine of claim differentiation, 
the term "pad" must mean something other than elastomeric as claim 7 provides that the 
"pad" be made of elastomeric material. There are numerous materials other than 
elastomeric from which the pad may be made including but not limited to: cotton, nylon, 
wool, steal, leather and plastic. 

According to the Office Action, the term "generally oval" is indefinite. Claim 14 
has been amended to delete the term "generally." 

Therefore the claims are definite and the rejection should be withdrawn. 



Rejection Under 35 USC 6107, Over Rozep Vranr 

Claims 2, 9/2, 12/2, 13/2 and 14 stand rejected under 35 USC 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Rozenkranc (6,276,061). This rejection is traversed. 

Rozenkxanc fails to anticipate independent 2. Claim 2 recites that the finger pad is 
"at said first end" of the handle, i.e., the end of the handle that is secured to the housing. 
See, for example, the positioning of finger pad 726 in Fig. 16 of Applicant's specification. 
There is clearly no finger pad in this position on Rozenkranc's handle. The position on 
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the handle of Rozenkranc that the Examiner alleges has a finger pad is approximately 
halfway between the first end and the second end of Rozenkranc's handle. That is, the 
alleged finger pad of Rozenkranc is positioned in the middle of the handle and not at the 
end. 

To illustrate the extreme position that the Examiner has taken a comparative 
example is helpful. If one were to place a football on the 45 yard line of a football field 
one would not say that the football is placed at one end of the field. One would say that 
the football is placed in the middle of the field. It is true, that a football placed on the 45 
yard line is closer to one end of the field than the other. However, it is not true that the 
football is placed at one end of the field. 

The same can be said for the alleged finger pad of Rozenkranc. The finger pad is 
placed closer to one end of the handle versus the other. But the finger pad of Rozenkranc 
is positioned in the middle of the handle and not at the first end. 

Thus, even if there is a finger pad in the area indicated by the Examiner, this 
cannot fairly be construed to be positioned "at the first end" of the hand le. Rozenkranc 
fails to anticipate independent claim 2. 

Since claims 9, 12, 13 and 14 all depend from claim 2 they are likewise patentable 
over Rozenkranc for the same reasons as claim 1. 



Rejections Tinder ?s TTsr ^im 

Claims 3, 5, 6, 9/3, 12/3, 13/3 and 15 stand rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Rozenkranc in view of Gilder (5,522,263). This rejection is traversed. 

Claim 3 recites that the handle be bifurcated into two portions such that there is a 
region between the two portion$ and the two portions be joined at the first end to enclose 
the region defined by the two portions. This is clearly not the case in the Gilder 
reference, which is cited to supply a teaching of the claimed bifurcated handle. The 
Examiner relies on a separate member from the handle, i.e., the cartridge, to join the two 
portions of Gilders handle. Thus, it is the handle + cartridge that is forming the enclosed 
structure of Gilder and not the handle alone as claimed. The Examiner acknowledges that 
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Rozenkranc does not teach a bifurcated handle. Thus, neither Rozenkranc nor Gilder 
teaches or suggests a handle having the claimed bifurcated construction. 

Accordingly the combination of Ro*enk«nc and Gilder does not establish a 
prima fade case of obv.ousness because it does not teach or suggest all of the claim 

T2 7 ° f ^~ C,aim ^ AS SUCh ' 3 U «— ~ the Jmb nation 
S nee clatms 5> 6, 9/3, 12/3, 13/3 and 15 all depend from independent claim 3 they a" 

ZZZZZl * e combination of R ~ - «- - - - ~ 

Claim 7 stands rejected under 35 USC §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rozenkranc (as applied to claim 2), or alternatively over Rozenkranc in view of Gilder 
(as applied to claim 5). This rejection is traversed. 

Neither Rozenkranc alone nor the combination of Rozenkranc and Gilder estabhsh 
*prima facie case of obviousness because they do not teach or suggest all of the claim 
limitations of independent claim 2, from which claim 7 depends both directly and 
tnd, re ctly. As such, claim 7 is patentable over Rozenkranc alone or in combination with 
Gilder. 

Claims 8/2 and 14 stand rejected under 35 USC §103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rozenkranc in view of Bosy (6,598,303). This rejection is traversed. 

The combination of Rozenkranc and Bosy does not establish ipHma facie case of 

jtir"*, ^ COmbination do8S ™* *«* * suggest all of the claim 

hmuahons of independent claim 2 from which Cairns 8/2 and 14 depend. Bosy does not 

and 14a 7Tk? e,ementS ° f R<WnW W mentiOTed *™* A * bairns 8/2 
and 14 are patentable over the combination of Rozenkranc and Bosy. 
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Oanns M and 8/6 ..p^e conlbinalion of RoMnkra ^ ^ J^JJ* 

_ ™ e Mmb 7" < '" of RozmIm.c and "Plantinura M ach 14" does no. establish a 
« of obviousness became ft. oombinadon does no, .each or^« U of 

>bove Ts^ c 1^'hT,» miSSfag eIen,en,S ° f »— *— — *- 
and ■T.atZ Mat ' ^ ™ * ~*— 

Ova, Ro^na^ ^'T^ " §1W(i) " 
!T, ^T,. m V,W ° f «• - WHed «o Cain, 3 and (tehes in view of 
Planlmum Mach 14". This rejection is .reversed. 

=n*l J* T""^ ° f Gilder and -Plantinnm Mac], 14" docs no, 

U/3 depend "Platinum Mach m- h Claun 3 from whicl > claims 10/3 and 

"mbina.ionofRo.entoancGi.dcrand-PlannumMaci; "4" ^ ** 
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Claims 2, 3, 5-11 and 13-15 stand rejected under 35 USC sinv * u • 
unpatentable over Braginetz fUS 3 <m • • 7 §X ° m ** bem * 

tt u ■ ^sinerz (us> 3,934,338) in view of Shurtleff < trq ^s^ocv 

Kohnng (USD 446,884). This rejection is traversed. 5,687,485) and 

The combination of Braginetz, Shurtleff and Kohring does not establish a , 
/acre case of obviousness because if « ♦ ♦ u establish a prima 

of independent claims ^aTT 1 , * ° f *" Bhta limita « ons 

b«adesld a ^ " * 3 W ^ 

-uble edged P^^^^^^^* — - - of 
trimminiz blade nm^w ■ r, ■ housmg. There is no disclosure of a 

iinming Diane provided in Braginetz. Thus «wiKini» n r» • 
Kohring fails to teach or su fiEes f all «f I v e ™? am * ****** Shurtleff and 

Since claims 5-11 Zl 13 I fTl a 1 * 2 and 3. 

urns 3 u and 13-15 depend from independent claims 2 an rf i 

patentable over the combination of Braeinetz ShL-r 7 316 a,so 

as independent claims 2 and 3 ^ Shurtleffand Kohring for the same reasons 

Bragine^ 3^ 33^ T " * ^ ^ * "~ b " « 
i*g«.neiz (Ui> 3,934,338) in view of Shurtleff ( US 5 6R7 4jky 

the combination ofBraeinet^ ihurtun ^ x. ' 12 are patentable over 

or araginetz, Shurtleff, Kohnng, Rozenkranc and Apprille. 

Conclusing 
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view of the foregoing, entry of the amendmentfs^ tmmw u • 

application, and allowance of me pend^ml ' 

c oi me pending cla lm (s) are respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 

TTB COMPANY 




Signature 

Kevin C fehnggn 

Date: June 5 2007 Typed or Printed Name 

Customer No. 27752 ^ Stration No - 35 > 558 

(617)421 7544 
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